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December 6 # 1963 
MEMOPAIvDJM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Recommended FY I 965 -FY 1969 Strategic Retaliatory Forces (u) 


I have recently completed my review of the long-range nuclear delivery 
forces and their associated support for FT 19 65 -FY 19^9- The program recom- 
mended will form the basis for the preparation of the FY 1965 Budget. This 
memorandum summarizes the main factors I have tahen into consideration in 
determining United States requirements for these forces. 

I believe we should adopt, for planning purposes, the force structure 
summarized in the table on page two. Vfaere they differ from my recom- 
mendations, the forces proposed by the Air Force are shown beneath mine in 
parentheses. In particular, I recommend: 

1. Approval, in FY 1965 , of an increase in the total Minuteman 
force level of 50 missiles (to 1,000), at a total procurement cost of 
$250 million, of which $167 million will h>e funded in FY 1965 * 

2. Retrofit of h-00 of the 800 missiles in the first five Minute- 
man Wings with the Improved Minuteman at a total procurement cost of $279 
million of which $130 million will be funded in FY'65* 

3 . Approval of an extensive ICEM reliability improvement -program 
at a 1965 cost of $115 million. The eventual costs will depend on the. extent 
of the program. They are now estimated to be about $537 million over FY 1965** 
FY 1969. 


h . Phasing out of 27 Atlas "D" ICEM’s in FY 1965 instead of FY 1968, 
phasing out 27 Atlas M E" ICEM's in FY 1967 , phasing out 5 U Titan I ICEM’s 
in FY 1968 , for a total estimated savings of $209 million over FY . 1965 - 69 * 

5. Retrofit of the five A-l Polaris boats with A-3 missiles. Dis- 
approval of the proposed retrofit of the thirteen A-2 boats with A-3 missiles, 
for a FY 1965-69 saving of $U25 million, of which $110 million is realized 

in FY 1965. 

6 . Disapproval of the recommendation of the Chief of Staff of the 
Air Force for procurement of 355 additional Hound Dog missiles at a cost of 
$388 million. 


7 . Disapproval of the recommendation of the Chief of Staff of the 
Air Force for expenditure in FY '65 of $78 million on development of a new 
manned strategic bomber. 

3. Continuation of a related classified program discussed in a 
separate enclosed memorandum. 

In addition, I recommend provision in the FY 1965 Budget for; studies 
of alternative advanced manned strategic aircraft; continuation of conceptual 
studies leading to an advanced ICEM system and an advanced sea-based deter- 
rent system; and continuation of the development of the MRPM, which will he 
discussed in my memorandum on Ee vaI t — 
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•'<■'■■• : '2*£i?'2i ’ +vi» s hi*' T’orcer where' different from the 

-Th 5 “f 3 ^ proposed by. the Secretary °^.^ R Air ? ,° r - 

:;.: Recommended Forces, are shown in HAT0 .Allies. 

".• The .Multi-Lateral Force.. (MU) is still, nn ^ . Qr a .. 1 JSult i-Lateral Force, ,. 

--Asslgissent of nucle^. ^ns of^the U K.^ ?ac ^ ^ lead to adiust-^ 

' to 32 ATO in accordance vith tne : . ^ a 

• ments in the U.SV farce;,«t*J^^^~ of cavity honhs and^el^l^For ,^'U 
?C; Banbers.bave ■ p lanne d loSinss' of 1.5 

"!• purposes of this v table , sver aee 51 , B- 52 ’s, and ‘3 weapons and 

SI forthe;B^T;; 3 . 3 .vcapo^ ^ 1962 , 50 * of the B- 52 's, 55 *^ 
i??- f for the” B- 58 ' s 'are^assimsed. !Beg£nning to ri ^er s dfe‘ assumed, to Tbe^wa-y 

ft Polaris, and. 85 *;of 3 e ICEM s force 'vould he in^:j- 

'*•* alert or on - station Ail additi ?! 

transit to patrol areas - ' : 7':7v^ IS ? " 



, fne estimated tonal obligati^ authority required to procure and operate 
these forces is shown In the following - &cle - 

TOTAt 03LI0ATT0KAL A'JTHOBITY M FISCAL YEAB d 
(Billions of Dollars) 


1962 

9.11 


1963 

8.53 


19§4 

1963 

1966 

1261 

19^8 

7e29 

5oOT 

4.32 

3-59 

3.30 

7.53 

5.3 1 * 

<4.35 

3.81 

3.16 

7o2 

6o09 

5-3^ 

3.81 

3.24 


19fo 

2.99 

2.78 

2.79 


19S5- 

1969 

19.27 

19.^2 

21.27 
25.12 


pr e*-* t . Appr eve d 
SecDsf Becom. 

SecA? Proposed 
C-/SA? proposed 

Ihe Strategic , U.S. Army, 

adequate by the Chairman, «olnt Chiefs ' f th Kjarlne Corps. The 

fee Chief of Rav&l ^rations, « ^ari«d as folios: 

results of their re view of my recommended forces were 

,: 8. Recognizing that, in the time frame considered, ^it i^ ^ united 
SfetesTo ale'fefe^theTrlferion suggested hy the Secretary 
of Defense, ve consider that: 

-a. A vital first elective to V^in 

nuclear forces should ^ H t Union and the Communist 

38 M £ ES^sv^t .rssr 

aggression. 

ve should maintain the capability of conducting 
rJh strikes dividing our effort between urban/ 

“:r™ ss^ssrs £li -«« “*g° 

the po'nt at vhieh further veieht of effort cease 
£ reouueretlve or proeuee elunlfloeut aaoeS ““g ' 

?! 4 4 .<- w "p enlt b These weapons would be used, in cas^ 
limiting ^6 suits. ^ p-rme not vet launened 

reasonable size against the Soviet military ^gets. . 

y-^THTiil Other cost estimates in tMs -m^ndum -^preH^^ 
d and are subject to further refinement. Tne f-gur-e r 
proposal exclude the cost of a new manned strategic b 
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"9- It ls our view that S f rat tbe C presldent r pro^ldes a OT rcipriatelyJ'|;^. ' 

In your draft memorandum for the Presl y ' 

■ for the foregoing ohj^ctives^; : • . ••. 2/ 


of an additional 355 Hound ^ “ lssilea ’ ^°^_ 0Eed w the Chief of Staff /USA?, 
The 1965-1969 cost, of cLosed to about $4,757 million for my 

would he approximately $10,061+ milli , procurement would cost approxi- . . 

of the .Secretary of the Air JF^ce.; J£y- < ••-• • :/• 

... ■ ic- ■ ■■ V •'i « -i o(Yi Ml nut e man missiles hy end-FX 1^^9 ) ■•" . 

• Withdii^the objective of a. force o , Qf only 50 missiles in. the/£vif • 

I am recommending an pre ^ i0 usly planned, f or • several reasons 

FY 1965 Budget, instead of .the : 200 p: revi H ICBM force projected for ty^; 

_i Voc >.Pf>n some reduction in zne ^yaco ivm .. , 


atlonal ICBM launchers, in reduce' the risks offensive 

Second, an FT 19<?5 in the ' ^oved^^u- 

modification which can arise . from. orderly deployment schedule : 

Minuteman development =^1*^ 1111*1 iprovement program, plus a $368 million.^: -u 
Moreover, because of the. r^iabliy . ^ other cost increases, the totaliy/x.: • . 
cost overrun for FY 1963 an* FY 19^. for yinuteman is now increased . 

obligational authority | D Jf^g ly approved. Finally, the over -all 

by $274.8 million over the amount previo * o f400 basic and 800 Improved V> . 
forS effectiveness of the recOMBende d^.orce of 400 * approved 

Minuteman, is greater than Sssiles. In terms of . 

force level, of 800 T»*i£ and J00 ^ r reco _ meDaed . force 

target destruction capabili , OUBl y approved force •*.• 

cent greater effectiveness than the previously PP . ...... . • // 5. -/%; •. . • ■ 

- 'f : ^ti^de^lopmenVand / 

Post-Attack Command and Control ^^reiay. aircraft. This -system • 

command posts and 36 B-4T airborne COTmu ^ ca “° n ® n 3 the y air at ail’ times, plus' ...- 
• permits the maintenance of one ; Lternate headquarters. - These;.. ,, 

one on a high 'state of alert at each of punching of the 

_air craft can launch and oonorol th Control Centers have been/:/. .;.. 

Improved Minuteman in the event that its Launcn u _ ^ . / 

‘ destroyed : S ' 
;• " TMnt rhiefs of Staff and General Pover, 

Based on advice from the Joi f a ^gp Underground Head-"// T- . 

I have cancelled plans for the increase in the 

quarters for SA.C. •'•‘While there is “e^emen a re examination of the^-^;-.. 
survivahle command and coptrol costs have led 4e ; to conclude 

operational considerations and ~ at ‘this time. I recommend 

t£t this center could not be. 1968, 

the funding previously approved for 3WlSto> woosn., /.r ,, 

■ $106 million, be deleted fr cm the program. . i/j;; - 


The following section describes in greater detail the basis for my 
recommendations. I shall review first our strategic objectives, the 
Soviet Bloc nuclear threat, our target destruction capabilities, and 
general nuclear war outcomes. I shall outline in more detail in 
Appendix I, pages 24-29 the key decisions to be made this year. 


II. General Basis for Force Level recommendations 


General Nuclear War Objectives 


The objectives for our Strategic Nuclear Forces can be summarized 
under three distinct headings. These objectives provide quantitative 
tests of the adequacy of our posture. 

"Assured Destruction” of the Soviet Union 


An essential test of the adequacy of our posture is our ability to 
destroy, after a veil planned and executed Soviet surprise attack on our 
Strategic Nuclear Forces, the Soviet government and military controls, 
plus e large percentage cf their population and economy (e.g. 30 ^ of their 
population, 50 $ cf their industrial capacity, and 150 of their cities). 

The purpose of such a capability is to give us a high degree of confidence 
that, under all foreseeable conditions, ve can deter a calculated deliberate 
Soviet nuclear attack. Tne calculations made to test this ability are our 
best estimates of the results of possible Soviet calculations of what ve 
could do to them in retaliation if they vere to attack us. This calculation 
of the effectiveness cf the U.S. forces is not a reflection of our acutal 
targeting doctrine in the event deterrence fails. I vill call this 
objective "Assured Destruction* ,f 

"Damage -Limiting." Forces 

Beyond the force required to meet the test of "Assured Destruction," 
additional forces may' be justified if they could further reduce the damage 
to the U.S. in the event cf a Soviet attack by an amount sufficient to 
justify their added costs. Such forces might help to limit the damage to 
the United States both by destroying some of the Soviet nuclear delivery 
systems, and by disrupting the coordination of the rest, thereby easing 
the task for our defensive forces. 

A "Full First-Strike Capability" 


Tne most ambitious form of the "Damage-Limiting" objective is a 
"Full First-Strike Capability" which js defined as a force so large and 
so effective, in relation to that of the Soviet Union, that ve would be 
able by a first-strike to reduce Soviet retaliatory power to the point 
at which it could not cause severe damage to U 4 S. population and industry. 

(Contd) 



A "Full First-Strike Capability* 1 (Contd) 


Of course , soy force designed for "Assured Destruction" and "temage-Liofting" 
capabilities vill Inevitably have in it s°refirso-st r: Ue c apabinoy 
vtat is at issue is vhether our forces should be augmented beyond this in en 
att-ip* to achieve a capability to destroy enough of the Soviet nuclear forces 
in a first-strike that the damage to ourselves and our Allies ^ “‘J 1 

retaliation could be considered acceptable on some reasonable definition of 

the term. 

Tr» following analysis reviews alternative U.S. forces in terms of their 
ability' to accomplish these objectives. The conclusions I have reached are 
as follovrs: 

l c The forces I am recosnendi nc are clearly adequate for the objective 
of "Assured Destruction" under any reasonable definition. 

2 The prospects for "temage. Limiting" by counterforce attacks may 
n-* hold great promise in the latter part of the l^So s if the Soviets 
harder and disperse their ICHM force and build up their missile submarine 
f^ as we now expect them to do. I believe that the recommended forces 
e-co-plish what might reasonably be able to be done from this P°* nt °* 

^d teat the extra capability proposed by the Air Force woulamake a contri- 
hution to "damage limiting" too small to be Jus rifled in the light of 
esctra cost. 

, A "Fail First-Strike Capability" does not appear to be feasible 
'.tv. time period under consideration with the weapon systems pro- 
for ££ side is, unless the Soviets choose to huy strategic forces 
that are both smaller and less well protected than we now expect. In any 
ce«, s:v-: or 750 extra Kinuteman missiles, as proposed by .he Secretary 
and Chief of Staff of the Air Force, respectively, would not significantly 

c-ve the outcome of the var for us. 

Projected Soviet Strategic Posture 

■The following table summarizes current estimates of Soviet steategic 
forces in nid-l96T and 1969. For comparison, es^ina^es for nld-19t>T 
ns.de last year are also given. 
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SOVIET STRATEGIC RETALIATORY FORCE S AMD IEFEKSXVE 
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Total - -Bomber s/ Tankers ;; : ; 
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projected Soviet St: - ytegic Posture (Contd ) 


Although projections of Soviet forces in the lets l^So's are neces- 
sarily subject to uncertainties , development and deployment patterns have 
made possible the identification of some broad trends. 

ICg£s and XPJBM* s 

The Soviets how appear to be deploying ICBM's in both a soft con- 
f J irurati 0" vith two launchers per site and a hard configuration vith three 
laun*fc*-B~(silos} T>er site. One additional missile is probably available 
to each soft launcher, but not to^the hard launchers, for a retire capa- 
city. Our own experience suggests their silo hardness would be in the 

range _. 


Bv the Soviet IH/MFJSM force vill probably 

'cun» atly a ref Ira capability for soft launchers is available, 
anc this force is deployed in a four launcher per site configuration. 

The Soviets ere also hardening sore of their IRK sloes, and vn_le cur- 
rentiv Ulieved deployed in a tvo launcher per site configuration, th.ee 
l auac Ur., r^r- , E ite is possible . There is no evidence to indicate that 
follower, systems are being developed. Hoover, a mobile deployment of 
u nev system is possible . 

SL3K‘s 

Tne Sovieta have under development a 700 n.mi. submerged-launch 
b=-'ii*t J c missile for their submarine force. Existing submarine launched 
bar is-^c missiles have only a 350 n.mi. range and the submarine must 
surface to fire. At present, Soviet submarines carry at most .hree 
ballistic missiles. Although likely, there is no evidence tna .the Soviet s 
ere building a nev class of submarine carrying more missiles. In .“^ition 
to ballistic missiles, the Soviets also have a large number of suoma-ines 
(both aueleer end diesel powered) capable of launching cruise miss le^. 

It is believed that the cruise missiles will be deployed in of 

anti-shipping warfare; however, the possibility that they could be used 
against land targets is not ruled out. 
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SLBM 1 £ (Contd) 


By mid -1969. the number of submarines carrying ballistic missiles 
is estimated to vary between 6k and 8l, and in the absence of a new 
class submarine, this force would carry between approximately 105 ana 
236 missiles. 


Long Range Bomber Forces 

Although the Air Force believes that the Soviets intend to a 

new heavy bomber between 19^5 and 1967, this view is not shared by ’Other 
members of the intelligence community. Earring this possibility, the 
is a projected reduction in both the heavy and medium banber forces. 
Evidence' indicates that the Bear and Blinder "B n aircraft have^ava a e 
a standoff missile capability. However, the capability for interconti- 
nental attack remains limited, even though the Soviets have g ven c 
sider able emphasis to arctic staging exercises and to aerial r ^ :n “ 
practice in an effort to overcome range deficiencies of their ban r 
force . 


Availability of High Yield Weapons 


The Soviet homeland defenses, including civil defense, are discussed 
in Appendix II, pages 30 to 31* 

Strategic Targets In the Soviet Bloc 

A projected list of Soviet ELoc targets was derived based ontte 
NIE estimates of the Soviet strategic offensive forces for the mid-19°9 
period. In addition to cities, the list includes primary military ta. gets 
vhich represent a threat to the O.S., Vfestern Europe and °^rseas 
forces. This projection includes targets which would comprise the Alii d 
Command Europe (ACE) Threat List. The number of tnese targets which v o uia 
he attached by theater forces and would not have to be scneauiedfo. attack 
by our . Strategic Retaliatory Forces is uncertain. The total S no-Soviet^ 
Bloc Target List which is of primary interest *o *.ne L.o. is snown “ - 
following page. 
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SOVIET BLOC TARGETS END-FY 19^9 
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,215 


025 , • 255 
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.1630 

: 395 1715 1790 ,2025 670 680 
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! 0 


.£/ 


'aj Includes China, . / ’-00 . 0. - . \;G00-- 0- • 00y jvj' / .. 

b /. These are included in the preceding “total* 00/ G '• .0; VSy ‘0.0 " 

Inc lude s T^ur^fcain £ s s ile " test 'range . 0 Alfhard ICBM's are assumed to be 
deployed in.a three launcher per site configuration except for the high 
Soviet posture for which case the follow-on ICBM is assumed to be widely 
dispersed. ;0 j0 0/0 000 vG ’ 0> 

This number includes only those SAM 1 s not colocated vithother targets 
.and which are in penetration corridors • 0 '/ -0 ; : : ; • /•' ^ 00 •' 


S/ 


I -10 


Current Coverage of Targets Threatening .vte stern Europe 


Today the ACE Threat List consists of approximately targets. ’ 

SACEUR* s major subordinate commanders also maintain a target Is cuappr^ 
“t-ly additional preselected target. for possible attack in the event 

of a nuclear var in Europe. Allied Command -Europe has tnree programs for • 
attacking them : 


1. The SACEUR Scheduled Program, which is directed against the 
primary nuclear threat to Europe currently involves about 
targets (of the approximately targets on the ACE 
Threat List) vithin range of his forces. 


2 The Major Subordinate Commander’s Regional Priority Program 
consisting of approximately other interdiction targets 
to be attacked by SACEUR forces* 

R. The Major Subordinate Commander's Regional Program consisting 
of approximately preselected fixed targets concerned with 

the interdiction campaign, the land battle, and naval targe 
which may require attack. 

There are, in addition, otie r unscheduled targets of opportunity which 
would be attacked in connection with the land battle. 

The extent to which U.S. "external" forces 
under SACEUR' s command) are new scheduled to attack targets on * 
Threat List is shown below. 


ALLIED COMMAND EUROPE CURKEKT THREAT^LIST 
— S ACEUR 5 s Scheduled T 

P rogram g/ 

SACEUR SACEUR & External To^al 
Alone External Alone TGZ ' s 

Strategic Kuclesr High Urgency 
primary Bomber _ 

Primary Offensive Fighter 
Soft MR/lRBM Sites 
Hard MR/lRSM Sites 
Missile Submarine Bases 
Military Controls 


Defenses and Other Military 
Aircraft Dispersal Basts 
Strategic/Teo; -ifes Storage - 
Other Mil/ Interdict! on 

Urban Industrial 


Totals 


a / The targeting of the assigned UK "V" bomber force 

re suits. 


will change these 
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Vnrces Requir ed for "Assured Dc structiogl ■ . .... 

Returning now to the broad strategic ^^^or^'Msured Destruction." " 

Threffectiveness of our . posture ^ a deterren^ ^ ^ them ^ retaliation 
depends on the Soviet ^ ou ^ a ^° n s °^ s '' vo uld doubtless consider the^;-- ; . 

j« +V.PV attack us. Although, the . +hey vould have to give 

«to T j ^ « ««* any 

sne at weight in their consideration to^he industry. Therefore, in.,:... 
and the amount of damage we could^caus^ the destructive^; 

C °* S Ty% o^To^ce on ^ hypothetical -^ti^ that elicit is ^ 
capacity of our ror ^ in fact we. would not use our tQtal Eize 

manner* if °deter re nee failed, '^f^g^^r^ce of 950 Minute - | 

oiiour Minuteman force. Throug e ca i cu iations that follow, I 

missiles has been authorised ^eld constant at the levels shown 

missiles as we , c-ai^altex^ative. 

' ' \$6$> without ' 

weapons “d£,850>egatons ^^he g* ^ the "Medium" 

Forces. - Assuming that the > surprise attack, and that in . - 

our forces with a well planned and exec^, ope rational -factors 

all cases our expected (i.e., -nrove to he correct, U -S. , n ; 

(listed in Appendix III, pages 3 -39 ^ P cted to .deliver ahopt 6.00J . -. • 

targeted as hypothesized^^ B§Z f s. 2 / Recognizing, that such . 

veauons andVi,200j megatons on J"" gt liie ly M factors -imply . -• 

,jj. eS esr £^ necessarily uncertain, , , r-'-mected to kill approxi- . 

t^Huch an attack on Soviet cities could ts e^ecte. i t the Soviet 

that such an a , t 0 destroy about 57 . per c forces - for .; 


tSt^ch an* attack on Soviet cities, could X 
mately 115 million pcopl^d^o^esxroy ^ rogrsim ed forces for,.--. 

industrial floor space. - - . . thout any mnuteman missiles to mee ^ ... ; 


^dustrial floor space. ^ 

' thesCc^cSaiiOi^ 

uncertain variables, .-a i? 8 ^' considerably less favorable to 

nossible alternative: assumptions c0 ^ ; u y Because of the ; critical r,.- . 

selves than, those underlying these es. deliberate surprise. 

■ Stance of our ^ lty "^oS f^rc^Sfire^nts for this ^ssio^;.;, , 

2SSSS-- 

decision-maker. - * ** 1/0'; V * .... . :■ r' : y- 

^-^-TSilgnated .fed Zero? ' ' . 

- •■ corridors on the way to ' '■ ' 


See page .13* 


Forces Repaired for "Assures D estruction" (Cont'aj 

• + v D+ ip not normally sensible to design the defense 
We recognize that U ie not * » tic estlnat es. In fact, it can 

program entirely on the basis P - vmde-stat“ enemy capabilities, 

E* be just as dangerous to at valuable capabilities 

for it can lead to the pricing eitlaate , of the threat, 

that voula appear very useful una ” Qf despera tion. In some 

and it can lead to tne adoption o - ^ deT . optimistic estimates may 

523 SA. 

■ • +hp assured retaliation capabilities 

The major uncertainties af t g .^aer four heBdings : J 

of our strategic Nuclear forces ca- p 

1. Improved Soviet Defenses, 

2. Larger or More Effective Soviet Offensive Forces, 

3 . Lover U. S. Missile Reliability, and 

4. Unanticipated Wartime Degradation in U. S. forces. 

„ c forces for "Assured Destruction" under each 
classTf t discuss^ in Appendix II, pages 31-33- 

f-ne effect of ^ 

such a contingency migho b^, as opp alte^native^'inuteman forces 

consider most lively is ^^ed that the rest of 

in the following table. In eacn ^se , ^ 1969. 

our forces as shovn in tne table ox P ^5 


a/ The range of optimi’stic,.“expectea, ana Jf^^cti^is tabulated in 
" U. S. operational factors discussea m -is s-Cuia. 

Appendix III, pages 38-39- 




c 


—7 rr — — - Vs>ze 12l Ihe Soviet surprise attach on Jie U. S. 

(AppiicaDie to lage id) me viled 195 million Americans 

Vhich this is a response voula have^ ; ^^ protection program 

the absence of an effective -r^lout protection program 

120 million if there vere target Cities . If 

in both cases assuming -the “ a-puties vould, 'neverthele 

sssp «= *.■«» *«•“ » ** 

section on "Damage Limiting belo*. 


to 

in 


the 

ss, 

and 
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Forces Required for "Assured Destruction” (Contd) . , ; r : l.-pr 


SOVIET FATALITIES A JED INDUSTRIAL IESTRUCTI0H -.-r7> 


Expected Factors 


Humber of 
Minutemen 


950 

1,000 

•1,200 

1 , 1(00 


.Fatalities 


Mil. 


115 


50 


158 69 


160 


TO 


Ind’l.Cap. 
Destroyed 
(Per Cent) 

7 57 
• 82 
^87 


Pessimistic Factors '• 

• Ind'l.Cap. 

Destroyed 5 

Mil. : ; :• ‘Vc- (Per Cent) 


Fatalities 


• . • n'i vpii; » ■ 

1 64 ':SV. 71 ; 


, 165 ;^>r : 72 ' : .^90 


• ' 4o 

; 68 ' 
73 •; 

; 75 


. it-: 

29- 

•'•'.30 

^.32’ 

7 33 ■ 


" -7 r 5o;®: 

: ^-5l||i 
53.pj 
” r 54 *3r 




Granted there are \mcex r tainties, in my judgment ..these calculations 
shov that to the extent that the prospect of millions' of deaths'and a7'- 
high level oSe^de struct ion of industry can deter a calculated attack, VI 
the force of nute man missiles already authorized, in combination^, 

vith the other planned forces should be clearly adequate for "Assured 
Destruction,” while a larger force vould add very little from this 
point of^viev. From a Soviet viewpoint, the potential damage that 
could be'"inflicted by a United States retaliatory attack is so severest 
that they, the Soviets,, should be^deterred from initiating general 
nuclear war ."••/ V- ; s ■ } 17 

Because ‘ of the concentration of Communist .China’s industry, " . 

| ^ Minirt eman" miss lie s can destroy about|. .i.'per cent of the, industrial 7 • 

' capacity ' or alternatively|^^:Minuteiaan 'missile s . can destroy 
1 7i'iper cent.'- IJy recocamended^prograni is more than sufficient 
-dover this possible requirement. - - •. :;V;~ v 


Alternative U. . Forces 


LI Car abilities. cf 


Id this aastica are discussed the r 6e.^e limit Jig" potential of 
alternative Kinutsmai. forces acquired for second- "rxke counter-military 
targeting! Ctf coast, in tie range of conditio' , cost likely to be 
f&4d in 1959, almost til of cor XGEKs and all our bcmoers, and 
perhaps scat Ictori* missiles shonld be avai'/.le for counter-military 
targeting. 

Tne eto.ttimuM of tee C.S. .exaf-rtrSk* missile attack teen 
„ . a tc g-r'&t strategic nuclear targets and to the cities is 
£r St liukltf re forces. Force I represents the 
JrlSftBcLrt to be to pis.ee by end FT 1965. Force XI is my recommended 
program including l f £M Ktoafcesris by end FT 1969, and Force III is ^ 
SecJetsrr 

ecnrieted <s&®t-de*a ami vera launched). Farthexaffire, the grea-er 
fl«4 ; iitv of ar-»ST*i Wsxtoua is used to enhance one performance 
S^e W?e ta£V a eoteteation of retro-fitting improved 

£ssiies‘to W'li X «hM«* ▼ silo* and co-location of Improved Kinuteman 
squadrons vith existing MillutemscL vings. 


£/ 


The costs of these Hirsfceaas fortes are as follovs 




FT „ 

Y ' 7 ' £-. 

FT 65 FT 67 

FT 68 

FT 69 

FT65-69 




^ ‘""Tt: 

1*. in Millions or uoi ± b > t &) 


Prev t 

App. (1301) 

£111.8 

13^0 

1017.3 1719*9 

595.9 

>■327.5 

1+000.9 

Force 

l (95C) 

£107.6 

1205.11 

550.3 387.9 

437.5 

: 450.0 ■ 

3031.8 

Force 

II (isoc) 

£“£-•1 <■ 1 

1616. 2. 

1181.0 1062.9 

569.1 

327.4 

1+756.6 

Force III (1400/ 

223O.9 

£177*3 

1457.2 949-0 

669.4 

457-4 

5T10.3 
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^nrm STRIKE "QUICK J 

□XL" 

r &P ABILITIES- 

•mid 1969 




i Target Destruction 
•Rv Alternative U.S. 

Size of 

Target Class 

DGZ.S 

Force I 

Force XI 

Soviet Force 

(’95O mmj 

f 65 * . : 

8u • 

7 . 90 ‘ 

(1200 mmj..:. 

- 

Lcr*^ 

Ind. Cap. 

Strat. Nuclear 7 
Air Defense • 

150 ^ 
675 . 

,65 

65* £‘- 

• 90 S- 
•; 9 °..^ 

Ms a iunfi/ 

7‘ Ind.’ Cap. ‘ 

7 Strat. Nuclear 
; " Air Defense 

150 

750 

65 

■ 60 > .• 

T2 7 

0 

• 60 . ; ■ 

.81 

90 ; 7 ' ; 

High^vl, 

Ind.’ Cap.^7 
‘- ;: h Strat. Nuclear . 
Air Defense . , 

; 150 
- 985 . 
‘ 65 

. . 25 !} 

• ;£ to >.:■ 
0 •; 

" :i . : 25 v.. 

••-U 9 k 4' 
• ;^:l-25^- 


Farce XII 

T^oo^J 
65^ - 

7 : : 92 7 i . 

S 90 

' • 60 : ' 

• . 8^ : :.l 

90 ; 

5 k ‘ 

1 * 0 . . 7 - 


—7 S^:r^e r - 

forces axe able 'to achieve hig rg toniber attack, in addition to 

Bore, when considering the follov on on of the strategic nuclear 

atsj.eving approximately 95 If^? n n defensive and other military targets 
targets, about JO percent of al_ sort PolaxiE 75 Improved Minuteman, 
vouS b4 destroyed. For aXL forces 332 PolariB, O ^ available - for ; 

54 Titan II and 72 Atlas »<**•“£ These forces could . 

assignnant against USSK urban-industrial^^ citieB or withheld as a 
either be applied inmediately ag r*- e6e calculations assume that / 

protected reserve for such an attack. «hh Md.J 

. . . _ A for roimt 


protected reserve for such an attack. miUtary attacks is utilized, 
the entire force available for counter-military ; -.t.. 


„ _. n Soviet force and "Optimistic" U.S. 
a/ The results aFe based on the are assumed 100 psi. 

J operational factory. Soviet force and "Expected" / 

The results are- based on the Mediina sites are assumed 200 psi. 

U.S. operational and "Pessimistic". . 

The results are based on the High ardmissile sites are assumed 
U.S. operational-’f actors . Soviet naxu , . 

Excludes 65 EGZs in the Sat®* 11 **®' h_ ect ancies (less than 5 percent) 

For a slight degradation in deruge cxP attack of China viuld he ■ 

a reserve for other about 75 Minuteman; vith 

available. The reserve vith Force I e -r X1> about 515 Minuteman. 

•: Force II, about 315 Minuteman, vhi deployed in a widely 

If the follow-on Soviet ICEM 7 b ese could still be targeted 

dispersed pattern (an additional 67 destruction would be 

by U.S. missiles from the rese; rve. High for *** of th ese 
achieved under either Force II F ^ te ly 85 missiles. 

forces, the reserve would be recucoc Dy app 


*/ 

sJ 

£/ 
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When targeted against the Medium Soviet ^percSt^Force i) 

nuclear target destruction capability achieves a 25 percent 

to 8k percent (Force III). However , Force I o-l^achieves ^ 

tT^r « Strse^ias! 

penetration of the bomber force. U the 6oft defensive 

would only succeed in destroying E ^ u *. ? n ' cre£ se the damage expectancy 
and other military targets and would only incr ™ With Force II 
against hard missile sites hy approxlarte^ 25 perc deEtr0 ying 

and Force III, the follow-on bomber attack woula succeen ^ ^ 

S S5? m n.B. 

SeSSve^oILfCvf 53?Ss S i^B“veila?le for assignment against 
USSR urban-industrial areas . ^ 

»» tm «.« «.*« «» % |"«-i““srx l r,?i“oS 1 ' 

D.S. operttlonel factcre). (s^ets! 'should this contihgency occur, 

^SSI“S“oSS2iS«r options UOUld UOt hold ghS.t Ot^SO. ^ 

The fatalities that can he inflicted^upon f " e ^ h f ^ov^cases 11 ' S ‘ 

forces which are allocated fetors, 50 million 
are 75 million assuming optimis • * fl 2 c minion assuming 

assuming expected U.S. operational factors, ^6 25^1- ^ ^ fidded the 

pessimistic U.S. operational - Assuming only weapons assigned 

fatalities from the ^ TSn^ a^ aSitional 25-35 

against hard targets are groom «»-*> • 1 “2” BI . tiT , force) would 

million fallout fatalities (depending , . ia civ ii defense program, 

result, provided that the Soviet the fallout fatalities 

In the absence of a nation-wide civil aeiens. progr 

would vary between 70-80 million. 

■ The importance of counter-military ^^et dest^ct^n lie-in limiting 

the weight of the Soviet attack and consequently .limi^h g> ^ 

fatalities that could he infUcteo by the Soviet da ^ e under 

effectiveness of the alternative ®* s * Eet£ 6f asEU2n ptions : first, 

second-strike conditions depends - - EecQnd soviet targeting' doctrine 

the circumstances of the outbreak o, u.~ ’ . prcgr ams. Kith respect 

and third, our civil defense setsof cases: first, 

to outbreak of the war, there are tvo s^-n icant set 

■■ 11 

end Force III would have available sufficient mis 
one missile against each Soviet hard aussile site. 
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those in vhich the Soviet forces targeted ageirrt our cities are l^hed 
before our missiles arrive on target; and secou!, those in vnich our 
missiles have time to inflict attrition on th lana-baseo portion of the 
Soviet forces assigned U.S. urban -industrial . arge s. 

little is known about the Soviet target mg^Soctrine. 
would probably plan on attacking both^mili ;ary -argo attacking' cities 
it is possible that we might be able .o de,er them from -tng 

or that the war could be terminated before massive city ^ 

executed In the table on the following jz£e, cases are consioered in 
which the Soviet attack agai&st our cities are either executed immediately, 
delayed, or Withheld. With respect to the ertent of^.S acuive and 
passive defense, if we have fallout protection anc e^e.tive oexenses, 
counter-military forces can raSSLibe job of our . 

reduce dlrecxly tbs memb er of vcsyons falling on„t _ - * .. 

EteEaEve U^. counter-military forces are compared under alternative 
sets of assumctions representing combinations of the a ove con -- 

A case is also sbovn in vhich no U.S. forces ere assignea SoYie. Bloc 
military targets. This case vill be designated Force A. 

These calculations suggest that the dsnage- Uniting absence 

counter-military forces is subject to diminishing geat 

of a nation-wide fallout protection program the U. S. f a. allties are gr 
even if urban-industrial areas are not directly involve?. !°f 
considered, the advantage (as measured in the reduction in .a-a lltle s) 
of second-strike counter-military attacks vnen ccmr^eQ vithattacks^ 
which do not target military bases is clearly shown. However, there .urn 
associated vithlhe 200 extra missiles proposed by the Secretary of the 
Air Force is small. 

t “wi v-irst-Strike” Capability 

Beyond these "tesage-Idaiting" objectives, the next threshold is a 
"Full First Strike 11 posture, that is, a force that voy 10 * t 

a surprise attack to reduce Soviet retaliatory power to .he point at 
whEEitcoEd not cause severe damage to U.S. population and industry. 

It was shown earlier In this memorandum that we cen achieve a^ 
position of "Assured Destruction”, vhich is ano.cer W ° pL !lEltrike 0 
we can, with high confidence, deny to the Sorie.s a Full First Strike 
EEbiliE'. But the same meks we are using to achieve a posture of 
"El-ed LstrTction” are also available to the Soviets. l*gxtL*UMT, 
as indicated earlier, ve expect the Soviets no have, a. a m_n— , E 
between 135 ana 23 o ballistic missiles on submarines -n 19=9; f ce 

also a possibility that a portion of their cruise-missile run^^- xorce 

could be assigned targets in the U.S, Although ve c . 1 > 

capability to sink enemy attack submarines in a e c f 

attrition at sea, we do not appear to have any realistic prospect of 
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U.S. FATALITIES ASSUMING THE SOVIETS INITIATE TEE ATTACK 


Lov Soviet forces 

v^Tr/TT^a Panc-ut Protection In U«S t 

1. U.S. cities hit immed. , 

2. U.S. cities attack delayed^/ 

3 . U.S. cities attack -withheld 


*/ 


B. Augmented Fallout Protection in U.S. 
17 U.S* cities hit immed. 

2. U.S 6 cities attack delayed " 7 

3 . U* Sc cities attack -withheld 


5 / 


Medium Soviet Forces 

A. KiniErjm Fall out Protection in U.S 
l 7 UcSc cities hit immed. c 

2. U.S. cities attack delayed -- 7 

3 . U.S. cities attack withheld 


s/ 





Alternative 

U.S. Forces 


‘orce A Force I Force J.I Force III 
(Fatalities “in Millions) 

165 

133 

138 

138 

165 

100 

83 

80 

5/A 

67 

53 

51 

95 

88 

88 

88 

95 

66 

55 

52 

Tt/A 

25 

IT 

16 

195 

183 

183 

183 

195 

162 

150 - 

1*5 

iC.\ 

1*5 

130 

127 

120 

no 

no 

no 

120 

92 

85 

79 

k/a 

48 

*3 

40 


B. Augmented Fallout Protection in U e S 
. Tl U.S. -cities hit imea. 7 

2. U.S. cities attack delayed^/ 

3 , U.S. cities attack withheld 

Force A: Forces only targeted against urban -industrial areas. 

Force I: Includes 950 Mimiteman, and achieves the target destruction capabilities 

against • Soviet Bloc military targets as previously shown; 

Force II : Includes 1200 Mimiteman, end' achieves the target destruction 

capabilities as previously shown. 

Force III: Includes XkOO Kinuteman, end achieves the target destruction 

capabilities previously shown. 


a/ Fifty million stocked shelter spaces, but because of limited training for 
' thecpopulation, no effective use of these spaces is made. 

b/ The "Augmented" protection program assumed here for the U.S. is a nation- 
wide fallout protection at a cost of $4 billion and consists of 2k0 m_J— ion 
fallout shelter spaces. 

cj The delay is assumed to be roughly 1 to 8 hours, long enough for our 
missile attack but not our bomber attack to arrive. 
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being able to destroy a major part of the Soviet^ deployed submarlce^ 

S^sr jsk^ssss,-: 5ssrsLrr-3^-^^~s^- 

to ^ but v-ScTmay he' attractive to them. Furthermore, it 1 b highiy 
d^fuT^Tve ^uld he able to ach 

kinds of crieiB circumstances in vn^ck a *i_s--Su ? 

vould "be relevant • 

In viev of these facte, if ve vere able to achieve a "Full First- 
Strike" capability, it vould have to be ^ U ^ r °s4^tiSs? ^aree 
"I! “o'Snd F^s 2 ^ Soviets might chooseto deploy 

rsSf^'w ?«.«.« tbU» i»a» 

to a U.S. first-strike. Second, one might argue thave cotun^ osr 
achieve a satisfactory outcome by combining a good f-r - ^ 

canabilitv vith a coercive strategy. Or third, ve m^ght be able t 
outspend the Soviets. ‘Fhat are the prospects for each? 

is for the first possibility, admittedly ^.^^“le^orces. 

rSSSs * , 

achieve a Ml »**" ' j^n or otherwise protect 

S.'SSSS. 1 ? £K=tS.*JS SlSSSiWi- 

be sr. p -l 1 . 

most of the bonet Exr&v~giu ir,+n p voiding attacks on 

, , , < —a. j -’hen coercing tne Soviets into avoiunis 

£‘S«£*S £* -3£>° « 

t_ j.y.4 peep yp vould be coun >oi ng on des wPOj 

not^thei? abilitv^to' destroy our cities. I helleve that the coercive 
strategy is a sensible and durable option to have in ^ tlon . 

that it niignt vc*k. z>uz , belief that ve could 

to the point that it vould form s tasis for ahelier tna a 

strike first vithout retaliation. Eor aoes this poBS-B— i*y y 
basis for buying more missiles. 

She third possibility is that ve might ac'nieve^a "F^First-Snrike 

Seedf tL b ke^^^“itSS 6 ° f •**£** * P 0 ^-* 13 

diminishing marginal returns. 



The following table compares four alternative U.S. forces. 

Force I is a force posture including 95^ Kinutemen. Force XI is ^ e 
recommended force and includes 1,200 Kinutemen. Force III i E t 
proposal of Secretary Zuckert and includes 1,^00 Kxnutemen. orce 
includes the 1,950 Kinutemen proposed by the Chief of Staff, Air Force. 

us Austere Europe fatalities UNggR u.s. initi ation 

And Soviet Counter-Cicy Retaliation, ./ 

(In Millions') ~ 


U.S. Fatalities 


Western Europe Fatalities 

"i ii m rv 


I TJ Til IV I II XXX 

( 950M1) ( 1200KK) ( IliOOKM) ( 1950>2i) . (95OM') ( 1200MM) ( 1400KM) ( 1950-^) 


Low Soviet . 
PostureH/ 

50 

Uo 

32 

28 

90 

75 

65 

60 

Medium Soviet 
PostureS/ 

95 

75 

65 

58 

100 

90 

85 

75 

High Soviet 
Posture^/ 

162 

153 

1 2*8 

138 

155 

lh2 

138 

130 


Only if the Soviets elect a minimum force posture would there be prospects 
of keeping U.S, fatalities at a relatively low level. Butrin this, case, 
greater numbers of Kinutemen beyond the level recommended ao no su ^ s 
reduce U.S, fatalities. Moreover, the potential damage to We f t ®^ E ^ r ? p * ... 
remains very high. For the two other Soviet postures U.S. and HATO fatalities 
are high, and additional Mimrtemen do not hold great promise in reducing 
these fatalities. For the Medium Soviet posnure, even if 0 

Force IV with the NUCE-X anti-missile system at a cost of ^ billion (as sum^ng 
the system could be deployed around 23 cities by mid 1989) ‘ J - a + j_ n 

would, nevertheless number about 35 minion provided the U» * B a -nr-r^rpTn 
wide civil defense program. However, in the aDsence of a c ^ en 

end assuming the High Soviet Posture U,S. fatalities would numner about 120 
million. 


a7 All surviving Soviet forces, except their bomber force, are assumed 
targeted gainst cities. If only military targets are attacked, U.S. 
fatalities would be under 20 million providing that U.S. has a ^ ioa " 
vide civil defense program. In the absence of a civil ce ense p 6- 
U.S. fatalities could number between 70-90 million. Uncer ^ 

reserve forces greatly outnumber tnose of the Sovlew 


1/ 

s/ 

3/ 


circumstances U.Ss 
Union. . c 

The results are based on the "low” Soviet j.orce, Opt_m_s 1 t » 
operational factors and nation-wide Civil Defense program. 

The results axe based on the "medium Sovmet force, Expecpe • < 
operational factors and nation-wide Civil Defense program. 

Tee results are baked on the "high" Soviet force, Pessimistic U.S. 
operational factors and no nation-wide Civil Defense program. 
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It vould seem almo st vuf.believable that the Soviets vould not react if 
ve started building Force IV augmented hy OTCE-X. Vhat vould be the prospects 
in such an arms race? Studies suggest that, assu m i n g Soviet costs are similar 
to ours and that they disperse their hard ICEM’s two to a point, and assuming 
that ve wish to assure the survival of &D percent of our population (i.e., 
no more than ho million dead) after a U s S» first-stride, the cost exchange rate 
is roughly three to one against us. That is, if ve attempt to maintain a 
first-strike posture defined as no more than ho million dead (and the Soviets 
attempt to achieve a capability to kill at least kO million Americans in 
retaliation) ve must out spend them, at the margin, by three to one. And if 
ve set our sights higher than 80 percent, the cost exchange rate becomes 
even more unfavorable. 

Vhat this end ether analyses suggest quite clearly about the 'Full First- 
Strike" objective is: first, that if ve vere to vant to make the attempt to 

achieve such a capability, the most productive increments vith respect to our 
current program vould certainly be in civil defense and possibly in anti- 
missile defenses, not more ICEM's; end second, tnat the attempt to achieve 
a "Full First-Strike" capability, under any reasonable definition of the term 
Is, to the extent that anything is predictable in defense pl annin g, bound to be 
defeated by diminishing marginal returns. 

Other Reasons for Counter-Military Forces 

There are other reasons for having strategic forces available for targe oin 
against Soviet military forces. The list includes a capability for limited 
strategic nuclear attacks, forcing the Soviets to devote resources to protectin 
their forces, and placing significant constraints on the Soviet attack planners 
These considerations are discussed in greater detail in Appendix J.I pages 33“35 

Conclusions 

The advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the various calculations and . 
studies I have reviewed over the past year, and the a nal ysis described in this 
memorandum have led me to the following conclusions : 

1. The forces I am recommending are clear ly adequate for the objective 
of "Assured Destruction" under any reasonable definition. 

2. The nrcspects for "Damage L imi ting " by count erf orce attacks may 
not hold great premise in the latter part cf the 19o0*s if the Soviets 
harden ana disperse their ICEM force and build up their missile submarine 
force as ve now expect them to do. I believe that the recommended forces 
accomplish vhat mighu reasonably be able to be cone from this point o* view, 
and that the extra capability proposed by the Air Force vould make a contri- 
bution to "damage limiting" too small to be Justified in the light of its 
extra cost. 
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3 . A "Full First-Strike Capability" does not appear to be feasible 
curing the time period under consideration vith the veapon systems pro- 
jected for both sides, unless the Soviets choose to buy strategic forces 
that are both sm aller and less veil protected than ve nov expect. In any 
case. 200 or 750 extra Kimiteman missiles, as proposed by the Secretary 
and Chief of Staff of the Air Force, respectively, vould not significant y 
improve the outcome of the var for us. 


G 
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APPENDIX I : EASTS FOR RECOMMEin^.T IONS ON PA RTICU LAR VgAPON SYST£> ; S 


Within the general quantitative requirements for ^-rang^uclear MW 
systems discussed above, the following are the reasons for my specx P- * 
recommendations • 

Atlas D, E. and Titan I 

The Air Force has proposed |^ e -out °f 27 Atlas D by end-FY 1 & 8 ' 

21 Atlas E missiles by end-FY 1967, < ” + ' ^ series for them. I recommend 

sytssTS m s: fissst: isss* -«■ «— 

savings of $209 million. 

The Atlas D is configured in a soft, three missile complex — — 
reaction time. The first missile ^nute^ later; 

after an execution order; the second iater '’lie Atlas E, configured 

and the third missile after still ^ 'reaction’ time of 

__ 0 Tr'i c?c ?^la -ner site, is hardened only ^o . p _ 0 .. 

fifteen Minutes. The Titan I is co°^^ red great complexity 

Tneoretically, it is hardenea to - ' . ve-v uncertein and most 

of the system makes its actual survival po Titan I is also slow -- the 

nrohahly lower. Moreover, the reaction tin. .of * ond dssile 

first missile fifteen minutes after an execution °^r tb seco 
eleven minutes later; and the third missile eleven mrnu.es lat.r, a ruii 
37 minutes afxer the order to fire is given. 

Since large quantities of Minutemen missiles villain t^-ntory^it 
seems appropriate to phase-out these systems to -eal £ * additional 

that can be applied to more effective systems, “ flrst 

fu^ds will be programmed for operational improvements on those first 
generation misfiles which are scheduled to be phasea out. 


De: 


ense Sunroression Missiles 


, . ^ ~ *. Vo Ai r Fo r ce recommended ■& procurement/ of 355 i-issiles 

Tne Chiex of Staff of tn- Air . - m- fo^*ce I am recommending does 

at an estimated cost of about $386 Bullion. Ine io.ce x WPlriTnum 

not include a new procurement of ^“^f^i^lieve that the number of 
retention of the missiles already p~ ‘ + r v fo^ce is sufficient 

Hound Bogs that will be available for the alert ^^^rform the 
in conjunction vith our otner Strategic sySv 
defense suppression mission. 


IC BM Reliability Program 

7s I have mentioned, the Joint Chiefs of Staff , the Eer^ces^I^ave^^^ 

SS2S; - improved Minuteman. (Contd) 
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ICS' Reliability Program (Contd) 


The rel lability program for Atlas D, E, ana Titan I will be carriedout 
within available re source s . For Atlas F and Titan II, it is desirea that 
a demonstrated reliability of 75 pe* cent be established ^ J5 per cen 
confid^n-e This corresponds to an expected reliability of about 90 per 
cent^ Q ~For planning purples, 12 Atlas F and 12 Titan II, and approximately 
10 per cent of the Kinuteman force would be expended annually n e • _ 

-> t ■? D^h-* t J + v -nrorr em The pronosed program; should raise the 

reliability ^the^^e^W the to/al £st of the reliability 
program caLot be accurately determined at this time, our best estimates - 
nov* are summarized in the following, table. 


RELIABILITY test prograk costs 4 
(Additional TOA in Millions of Dollars ) 
v Total 



FY 65 

FY 66 

FY 67 

FY 68 

FY 69 

FY 65-69 

Atlas 

Titan 

Kinuteman 

Total 

3A 

19.5 

92.2 

2 V9 “ 
1.0 
60c2 

2.S 
• 9 

8o .0 

2 r 0 
8.8 
124.0 

2.0 

16.0 

120.8 

13.1 

46.2 
477-2 

H5*l 

64.1 

83.7 

134.8 

138.8 

536.5 


Hinntemsn Program 

The previously approved program consisted of 800 basic Kinuteman and 
ISO Improved Kinuteman by end-FY 1966. For planning purposes, th £°-“ 
consisted of 800 basic Kinuteman and 500 ^rovec Kanuteman by i end-^ 1968 . 
Tne -r-i-st 800 Kinuteman (Wings I through V) included both th- A 1 ) 

the^power 1 " supply 2 as soc i ate d SSh'K S Wb V.1n|'v are^hardened ’ 
to psi. 


Kinuteman 
A/ 3 


Characteristics 

— jT 


Stored targets 
Range (n t mi.) 

Current yield (MT ) 

CEP (n,mi.) 

Radio launch overlay 
Post attach survivability' 

The advantages of these improvements will be, discussed later 
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Kinuteman program (Contd ) 

Ae a result of the reliability test program, the A/B missiles expended in 
these firings will he replaced by the "F" missiles allowing, in part, 
targeting backup flexibility — "internetting" -- for the first five ¥dngs 
of basic Minuteman through the use of Improved Kinuteman. 


In the recommended program, the full internetting of the Basic and Irgrroved 
Kinuteman force would be obtained both by retrofit and the co-location o 
Inrnroved Minute man squadrons vith the five Wings of Basic Minu ueman. A ^ 
significant increase in effectiveness is possible. For example, the target, 
destruction capability of the recommended force, including 1,200 Minu^eman 
missiles, is 30-40 per cent higher than that achievable vith the previously 
anproved force including 1,300 Minuteman missiles. The expansion of the 
recommended Kinuteman force level is as follows: 


Force Expansion 

Co-location I-V 
Retrofit 


FY 66 

FY 6? 

FY 68 

FY 69 


50 

100 

100 

50 

i4o 

130 

80 


With the recommended program the co-location of three squadrons _ (beyond the 
scuadrons in Wing VI ) and the retrofitting of basic Kinuteman silos for full 
target flexibility will by end-FY 1966 complete the internetting of Basic 
and Improved Kinuteman. The characteristic of Improved Minuteman vnich 
allows* targeting backup flexibility is the eight stored target capability, 
and the ability to select a target rapidly if the initially assigned Kmute- 
nian experienced a malfunction during countdown. To transmit ^ this inro-^at-on 
to the squadrons of Improved Kinuteman, I recommend that ve install "missile 
away" recorders at all Minuteman silos at a total cost of $14 million. 


With the greater range of Improved Kinuteman all targets in the Soviet Union 
can be attacked; end, in addition, many targets in Northern China can be 
reached. Tne greater range with the payload can else oe 

translated into greater payload (about . lbs.) at 5^500 n.mi. A larger 

warhead could consequently be utilized on Improved Kinuteman. 

•Tne greater accuracy is advantageous for destruction of hard targets, or 
for accurate delivery of a small weapon against targets ve want to destroy 
without causing great collateral dam a ge . 

The Radio Launch Overlay permits the missiles to be launched by the airborne 
command post in the event all five launch control centers in asquacron are 
knocked out, Tne permissive Action Link will also be installed and is a 
safeguard acainst unauthorized or accidental detonation of the varheans. 

I -ecosmend'both be nr og rammed as the besic Minuteman force is retrofitxec 
vith Improved Minuteman. The total costs of these flexibility moai.icau ions 
are $60 million and $24.9 million, respectively. Other flexibility 
modifications, including status authentication, remote targeting and 
time -over-target systems, will be programmed at a to^al cost Ox $135 mil-ion. 
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Kinuteman Program (Contd) 


Because of unprotected power supply in Wings I and II, approximately six 
hours endurance is possible if the diesel generators and the environment 
control system art destroyed in the initial enemy attack. Twenty-six 
hours of endurance is possible through the use of additional batteries. 

The Air Force believes that survivability beyond six hours is unnecessary. 
They feel that by the time this modification is completed (mid-19^5)^ 
sufficient missiles vill be available, and in conjunction vith Wings III 
and beyond, Wing I and II missiles vould be assigned against time -sensitive 
targets. Hovever, the issue is not one of sufficient number of "quick- 
re acting" missiles. Delays in decision making, transmittal of authenticated 
orders, et cetera are possible. It vould be imprudent to assume that under 
ell circumstances ve vould be able to respond in a timely fashion. The 
recommended program includes $3.0 million in FY 19^4 end $27*5 million 
in FY 1965 for extended survivability for Wings I and II. Since the power 
supply for Wings III to V are hardened to no additional battery 

-.supply, is contemplated at this time. 

The Air Force proposed the siting of a squadron in a location vhich vould 
Cw W peacetime launches under the nearest possible operational conditions, 

A possible location is the Hunter Liggett reservation north of Vandenberg. 
The cost of this squadron is estimated to be $27 million (all in FY 19^5) 
over the cost of a normal squadron deployed in a Wing. The basis for the 
proposal is to provide actual operational test of missile, launcher, 
control system, human factor, and technical data, It also provides a 
control sample from vhich to determine bias in test launches, and control 
system and anomalies introduced by and during shipment of missiles from 
operational sites to Vandenberg missile rings. 

The decision to fund such a squadron vill be held in abeyance until firings 
from Vandenberg Air Force Base have been accomplished and analyzed, and 
determination made that the results are inferior to results that could be 
expected from firings from an isolated squadron. Further, such a decision 
should avait the firm determination of the technical details to be incorpo- 
rated in the retrofit program to insure that, the squadron vould be repre- 
sentative of the operational force to be tested. This decision need not 
be made until FY 1966, 

No additional procurement of B missiles is required after FY 19^4. Kovever, 
in FY 19^4 procurement of B missiles has been increased frcm 171 bo 198 to 
support the reliability program for the A/B missile, 

Polaris Retrofit Program 


The Navy bad previously proposed that all Polaris A-l and A -2 missiles be 
retrofitted vith the A-3* missile. The A-3 missile has a longer range 
(2,500 n. mi.) than the A-l (1,200 n.mi.) or A-2 (1,500 n.mi.) and carries 
a three element varbead, I recommend that the A-l retrofit program proceed 
according to the Navy’s proposal. Hovever, I do not believe that it is 
necessary to retrofit the A-2 missiles vith A-3'e at least through 1970. 

(Contd) 
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Polaris Retrofit Program (Contd ) 

Even though the range of the A-3 Is greater tto the A-S^a^large fraction 
of the Soviet Bl^ targets are vith^ ^e^o^.n^P ES( T ODi overhaul cycle. 

warrant It, **A-8 

-"-S ruo million is 

realized in FY 19°5* 

B-52 Modifications 

AS a result of three accidents have 

comprehensive investigation Ox ^he entire B 5 £ ^ L1 ^ovn faults and 

- «• 

costs of these modifications are as follows: 


FY 64 . FY 65 

FY 66 

FY 67 

($ in Millions) 


20,0 110.0 

102,8 

5.3 


Hods 

Although I have not completed my review of alternativecoursesofaction, 
r have included for planning purposes tne requirement fo. ~ - 
the FY 1965 to FY 19§7 period. 


C o mm an d and Control 


The previously approved program includes an Urgency Rocket Coruscation 
Svst»m which would provide a survivahle means of trar.smt.xng the go 
word in case other means of communications were b y D de veloping 

e^nd^^e ^er^y^olket Communication System to 
serve* th^ southern- Airborne Alert route now used by about cen^of 

SAC bombers. I recommend approval of xhis proposal, Th - ye 
of this program would be about $15 million. 

-The Air Force has also requested $44 million of additional funds for the 

SAC Control System (465L), of which $11 ^4^°° riTCSAc’-f^lly^inf ormed 
vt tq 65 Tne purpose of this system is to keep CU.wSAC rulij 
of the^status of his forces, and to permit pre-attact control, and 
replanning. $428.5 million will have been commi.^d to th . O - 
FV 1964, end $201.4 million has been approvec for FI “ 

action on the request for additional mtil the 

cm U reviewed and a determination made of the justification for .nese 
proposed cost increases. 
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Financial Summary of Recommended Strategic Retaliatory Forces 

A preliminary financial surma ry (TOA in millions of dollars) of the Strategic 
Retaliatory Forces are shovn in the following table. 

vL 

FINANCIAL SUMMARY OF FFCOMMEKDED STRATEGIC RETALIATORY FORCES 
(TOA in Millions) ~ 



FY 62 

FY 63 

FY 64 

FY 65 

FY 66 

FY 67 

FY 68 

FY 69 

B -52 

E/B-47 

B -58 

1285 . 9 
397-3 

1013.1 

289.9 

877.6 

210.0 

674 .9 
131.2 

804.2 

53.0 

684.4 

642.3 

592.0 

69 .O 

166.6 

153.7 

108.1 

82.7 

78.4 

75.5 

73.4 

Total 

1849TB 

1456.6 

1195*7 

1087-9 

935 -"6 

759-9 

715.7 

661 .0 

Hound Itog 
Shybolt 

(124. 7 ) (Ul.4) 

(146.1) (X33-9) 

( 75 . 4 ) 

(41.6) 

(39-9) 

(40.0) 

( 33 . 1 ) 

(22.8) 

Atlas 

735*2 

464.7 

251.6 

154.1 

106.6 

81.2 

73.8 

74.0 

Titan 

1158.5 

866.0 

374.9 

153.9 

113.2 

106.5 

88.7 

83 .I 

Minute man 

1344.9 

2183.6 

2280.1 

1615.2 

1181.0 

IO 63.9 

569.1 

327.4 

Polaris 

Total 

2278.0 

1923-4 

1856.1 

1041 . 3 

792.2 

617.1 

567.2 

512.6 

551676 

5437.7 

4762.7 

2964.5 

2193.0 

1868.7 

I29O 

997.1 

Other Support 

672.0 

588.9 

523.5 

324.8 

292.6 

272.0 

284.0 

280.0 

Command -Con trol- 
Comm/Supp 
Total 

1072.0 

1061.9 

1051.1 

9590 

928.2 

905.0 

859.8 

820.0 

1744.0 

I 650.8 

1574.6 

1284.3 

1224.6 

1177.0 

1143.8 

uoo.o 

Grand Total 

9110.4 

8545.1 

7533-0 

5336.7 

4353-4 

3805.6 

3185.3 

2758.1 


C 
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APPENDIX II : SO VIET E SrSiHIjg jvgTTj 

AI vL fT BrU‘i“ >JrE J 


?0£T”KI tjp_or£EI.. ‘ : A 5SUKED DEoTBy 71 ICS : ; 
:(Sf-S:fEriT2*5!:S 


Tne Soviet defensive posture, inducing active and passive defense, consists 
of the following systems. 

Grounc-to-Air Missile Systems 

The present generation Soviet grouno-t-o-anr missile, t-:e Ir*^ s~iL.iar 

to the U*S. Nike -Ajax, We new estimate the Soviets will have deployed 
about SA-2 batteries by miC'19^^- TrSh estimate is increases 

year's bv about * The system has a good capability agamot oomoers 
at'moderate ana high altitudes, but its capability below about j.-OCO feet 
is minimal. Ad improve. c SA-2 may have an intercept capability ag aims, rmgn 
altitude non -ballistic air -to- surface missiles, Some of the mr; revet £A-2s 
sa y be configured for mobile operations. 

Although the SA-3 has been estimated to be designed to intercept lov-altitude 
uenetrators (including high speed lev- altitude ASM b.,, tv is capacia • cy nas 
not been confirmed. But whether or not the SA-3 has low-al,ltu6e capabilities. 
General Power believes that the Hound Bog will be able to penetrate Soviet- 
defenses at low altitude. We expect rreghly SA-3 batteries to oe 

deployed by 1967. There is evidence to suggest that the. SA-3 system. is a 
replacement for the SA-2. If this is tne case.- tne to --a 
and SA-3 systems could be overstated. 


iber of SA-2 


In t ere enters 

The current generation. Soviet intercept era ha 
with track/search ranges smaller than ccngiara 
1967-69 we consider it within Soviet capabili 
weather fighter assigned to operational uncus 
dependent on ground controlled intercept rsaa 
targets. Like our” own. the ground direction 
ballistic missile or air-to- surface mi ssn- a 
Soviet interceptors against air-launched miss 
against bombers is expected to be small, not 
considerations, but because of the cij-fi'-’— 
in accuiring targets within a degraded g reuse 
potential of Soviet fighters could be enhance 
command and direction system, as well as by v 
semi- automated command- control system someone 
At the present time, there is no indication t 
system is being developed. An imprevee semi- 
system, however, is beir.y introduced - 


v? airborne intercept radars 
bis current U t S„ fighters- By 
ties tc develop a new all- 

Tne Soviet fighter system is 
,rs for terminal vectoring to 
centers are vulnerable to 
track. Tne effectiveness of 
iles. and to a lesser ex tent- 
hs cause of terminal performance 
es en countered by interceptors 
environment, Tne defense 
5 by deployment of an airborne 
toe special deployment of a 
.t. comparable t o our SA-jE system, 
nat such an airborne conmana 
automated fighter centre j. 
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Asti -Ballistic Kiss lie System 

It now aupeers that the Soviets ere deploying an anti -ballistic missile 
system J-ound Leningrad. This system, if it becomes 

TOuld be effective against -ballistic missiles 1*™=^ ^Tts^ffect^veness 
but vould have only nerginal capability sga^nst ICBM s. „ Detr ation 

should deteriorate rapidly vith the increasingly sophisticated^^- a 

aids vhich ve plan to use. Some eviaence suggests that steps may De 
unde-veyalso to deploy this first generation ABM system around Moscow. 

Th^ Soviet^ 6 are edso believed to be mahing a major effort to develop a 
nev ASK EyEtem capable of engaging ICEW s, 

Soviet Civil Defense program 

Substantial evidence is available indicating that the Soviets ^ve adopted 
t-"v that ' -'Civil Isfense now must be considered as one of the -sic 

uu 

location of available shelters and protective measures. 

Other "Assured Destruction" Excursions 

operational factors, 

^ r !a^nts ^ £ ttese ^certainties can be aescribed by the 
rt£l of "likely possibilities. For purposes ^^^“^^optimistic" 
if is often useful to describe this ; estimate, 

estimate, an "expected" or- most _ixelj esoi i ^ie^to ourselves of those 
The pessimistic estimate is the estimate ™ le we b£ve so far 

vh-ich ere consistent vith the available eviaence. ro examp on 

achieved about a 7 0 per cent assuming 'that we : 

this and our experience v^tn Oone. tul^H p * ludsment that a 

continue reliability testing ana development i. i JW by 1969 

•reliability of less than 50 per cent unaer operational eantoi^ 

is effectively ruled out by the data. An *- oossihly as high as 

in fact, by 1°6 9 we expect to achieve 75 per cem., and possibly as mg 

85 per cent reliability under operational conditions. 
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“Assured Instruction” Excursions (Contd) 


Crthe: 

The point here is that the relevant test 
available evident?" and not "Is It so uSielylhat it car. 

20 per cent, o: lees, is conc-iva . it iiitv Tnis po int requires 

SU'XTS f=SU. «« «• 

ag^nst the most adverse circumstances conceivable. 

our Strategic tfuc-.xe£r lcr<-.e£ can oe 

1 . Improved Soviet Defenses, 

2 . Larger or More Effective Soviet Offensive Forces, 

3. Lower U.S. Missile Reliability, and 

It. Unanticipated Wartime Degradation in U.S. Forces. 

First, the Soviets may i “? r0 ^, t “ ^calcSati^of^xrected damage" was 

protaction is now available, out do not have a natio via 6e f en#ei 

program. Moreover, although we ***** ^L^sueb a defense at as many 
onlv at Leningrad and Moscow, *ney m-g * P- y * &2-15 ‘billion. 

r _ c csvr.v - defense vouia cost us xrom 

as 10 or 15 cities. Sue- a ae . leu ' ^ PJSi defenses for 

Assuming a nation-wioe fallouc p.o.ec.-o^ p- 5 lerger or more effective 

15 cities, hut not assuming Sovnet o.fe..s_ve . 0 . ceDt of the Soviet 

than anticipated, we would he able cO ^oLe^thout any Minuteman 

225? ve * ame 

to kill 90 million people* 

Second, the Soviets may prove to^ have ^^Lculation of' erected damage 
S S aho“ the* asf^ion that the Soviets would have the 

accuracy ana relialiiity . Tn- ore fc o^ . for attack) and a It. 

sumption of missile reliability U r Hovever i believe it pruaent . 

CE? as suggested hy our^ ^T'ena a CEP of as lew as teetJ 


to ins-ore against a reliability as high as 


u 


5 / 


— — , £> -'-r\ tpv/ 1 k under certain cori: tions . 

Tne Air Force dissent speams of J50-1000 rCB ^ » p ££ r ont by the available 
Although this possiDility cannov he ^ * sucb ft building program, ve ^ 
evidence, if tne Soviets ^e*e to - — forces enough to o_ -S6t 

would find out about it in t ice tc ec:pana^^- ' i £t that possibility now. 
it. We therefore do not need to buy insurance- ^ efi re . ectry 

It is also possible ti^ the Seme.* Tg| 9 “ although tSere is no evidence 
vehicles for some ox their IC3i s v _ "auability. Our ovn 

that the Soviets have ^f^^’lig^costlv and difficult, end not an 
iSlnfw to e^nf Tnerefore, X believe we can rure out 
this possibility for 1969- 
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Other "Assured Destruction” Excursions (Contd ) 

ys?ijs -as rrsssM* “H tF 

^er^L^th^^tle 'Tong-^y^o^or^ov 

reduce the warning ve get fron the x. ICS. I -S > g a conElde r 

^ssr/s’ir^n^'s.s es a «*. - «. r— , 

leaving us a force of about 100 B-52's surviving. 

Another possibility is that, for one of severalreasonswejnishtbe 

Se to launch our ICKi's before a S-iet Jollcv-up 

sxsr-^ 

radia-ion pulse has parsed. Tne - * > , - Hd out the Soviet 

capability on the assumption that the IC3M sjus r -ae o 

honher attack. Tet deigned our Minuteman and Titan II 

-r-es" stance of our IC3M silos. w - na e . rr „„._ r there axe veapons 

sills to withstand • with high conf xoence . Howe-r^tnere 

effects such as the ^'^^^^“^iato^over under the as- 
T nerefore,_ it nay • For a 

surrot^on xnat our ILiSMi siios itiu ^ +a 

J? “ ^SotS^oSiinty^ra reliable Missile with a 

• . CUP from . to . 

The results shown in the memoranda combined all four groups of pessimistic 
assumptions . 

Some other possible reasons for possessing counter -military forces are as 
follows. 

Limited Strategic Nuclear Options 

Besides the ones already mentioned, there are . 

strategic forces a^ilaole_fcr ^ge-^^gin 6trateglc attacks- 

One is to give “V h L*°!:* ‘e this -e.nge of possibilities is very limited 
Admittedly our understanding - --- - dou - D tless become more 

end inadequate at this point in t*.. i. ^ «, ^ ^ sides deploy 

secSe^-eli-^otectea nucKsr^livip- systems, Vnat strategic 

2 tb “ “ “ 
might be able to he controlled and brought to a close. 
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Li mited Strategic Kuclear Options (Contd ) 

, j-v-t r pn-f-T i*»t cve r Berlin, or elsevhere in the NATO 
Assume, for exfimpl-, — t ■ n0 ' n _ nuc iear war ana that ve are losing 

desirabl- to have, as an alternative, one possi - -y require 

erozo of Soviet bon^r bases or staging bases Such a 
fn the order of 25 Minutemen. The recommenced fo.ce clea*lj jl 
enough missiles, for such contingencies. 

Forcing the Soviets to Harden 

Another reason for a counter-^ilitaryjorce one 

having the capability ^ their forces or to 

iSS’.1oSS« Of great vulneraklity 

or othervise protect, their ^oes^from^.S. ^ goviets to incur 

rvery^a^costvhe^e, out of any given budget, they can afford fever 
for ce s . 

*. d o not have detailed studies of the cost of protecting our forces^ *ut 
ere many indications that it is high. For example, ve m^noain 

5r~ — f - ” ;£;• X « 

SST^Vyl 

under a Soviet missile attack, T± . or c°nt of our 

approximately doubles the cost of a surviving hanoer. 

A »UrM "« «• 

«* •«?» 

on-staxion .actor, ^Pola^is ili ^ ^ re a uire ment for protecting our 

over anv ye so ft Minuteman missiles. A hard 

forces ve coulu ao the same job so ^ costB ftbout $7 miTLion 

Kinuteman on-alert (assuming ^ & lower Btate of alert vould 

over the sane ^ ^{lion. In the I*5inuteman system itself, the 

uroD&Dly cost less -nan v -t TEin- . . t ffiC>ans shock absorbers, 

cost of hardening exceeds the cost of ohe silo, 1* ■-“* 

hardening power supplies, multiple auncn^- ^ 5ergrouna ca -bi eB with special 


ses from nuclear detonations, backup 


-resistors to stop elec -ronagne — - cetera 

_ . 4. i -p-rrr a*’ -"bo^ne command nos - s , e- ce-e-a. 

controls no permit launcn r. on 

Tnese factors suggest that the £00*. £ fost" 

“orces from nuclear &-ta~k naB roi^my . Rir __ ose +he 

factors apply for the Sorted, “^ fi h ^ve°the number of' weapons they 
contrary, forcing them to harden would naive me nua,= 

can deploy. 
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Forcing tbs Soviets to H£rden(Contd) 


Moreover, ve have found it very difficult to narcen our large 11^ 
fueled missiles to the point that ve can have nigh coim.denc -bej -ill 
Eurvive ground shocks and still operate. This is one o. .ne .acnr .nst 
lea us to Kinuteman. A Soviet liquid-fueled missile capable o, 
e 100 KT varhead vould have a gross veight o, approxica-ely 660,000 pounds. 
Tnis represents a veight twice that of Titan ll, and two and oa-h-lfttu. 

Atla^F. While this Soviet missile could he naraen ed,^ssurance of 
meting the silos withstand high overpressures could he difficult. ^ 
^iig them to harden, ve may force them to go to smailer missiles with 

lover payloads . . 

Finally, forcing the Soviets to harden may he desirable from the 
viev of creating a more stable posture, reducing tneir incentive as veil 
as their ahilitv to make a pre-emptive strike againsn us. Howeve- > 
view of the fact that the recommended D.S. force provides us vUh between 
a 1 9 and 3.3 numerical superiority in IC2"s alone ( vs. 

I do not believe that a further Increment in our forces is required for 

this purpose. 

Constraints on Soviet Attack Planner 

Our possession of a counter -military force putsE^aficant constraints 
on the Soviet attack planner. In the cost of their bamoer operations, 
the Soviets can get substantially more out of their inter con -inentai 
b~mb=r force if they can stage it through peripheral s^inc bases, 
tf^s is a very vulnerable operation.- If they have to tame seriously 
the possibility that ve might cut off their bomber attack viuh K-nu^emen, 
tSy must a far less Vulnerable operation which would ^liver fever 

bombers to ? the United States. In the case of their s 0i . ^BKl^cke., 
estimated to have a refire capability, our possession of Minu^man ensiles 
fo-ces thas&oviets to discount very heavily all tnose soft P*^ 1 * 6 ®*** 
cannot b» launched in about an hour. Tnerefore, -ney mus* nave e larger 
force than otherwise required to meet a given set of counner -military 
objectives. However, it is clear that the recommended U.S. icrces will 
provide enough missiles x or "this purpose. 
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APPENDIX HI: 


STRATEGIC TARG ETS IK THE SOVIE T ^BLOC , U.Sjl 
AITD U.S. OPERATIONAL FACTORS (U) 


FORCE lUkYJXm t 


SPSS'S 2 ^,S£4 ! Sf^.. m 

general Duclear var missions . 

Distribution of ?or>ulstlon an d Infiustg 

Tne following table cccpares the population is 

ctmoiative msmgqriOT g t>o^txoh amp ikotstpial ^abili t^. 


city & 

Rank 


USSR (Cumulative) 
population Industrial 


'(Millions y 

6.4 
9*5 
10. T 

IT- 4 
24.6 
37*9 
49.5 
. 61.6 


Capacity 

(percent/ 

8.2 

13-1 

14.7 
23.9 

34.0 

51.0 

62.8 

71. 0 


1 
2 

8 
10 
20 
90 
100 
200 

U,s. Force Laydowns 

me«a?iv; fo«rL5 0 ao^s 6 Sinst the 

Soviet Bloc Parget Structure. 


US (Cumulative! 
population Industrial 

(Millions! 

14.1 

20.1 

25.8 

43.4 
99-^ 

72.4 
84.6 
99-9 


Capacity 

(Percent; 

11.2 

17*9 

22.7 

36.8 
. 47-2 

57.6 

* 68.1 

78.8 
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SOVIET BLOC TARGET STRUCTURE AS OF END FY 1969 - 
' : Weapons Assigned.^T^. 


0 


Number . 



a/ 

ASM-' Force - 

Gravity Bomb 



of 

SSM Force 

Force ■' 


Targets 

Targets - 

I 

II III 

I II III 

I II III 


Urban Industry & 







Gov’t Controls 
Satellites 

150 

65 

; 53 h/ 3 l^l& 

: . > \ 


{ 

1 

Strategic Nuclear 





•'/•i l 7 • '"J ’ ’ 

| 

Bomber Bases 

21 D 0 

309 

309 309 . . 


- - fyfi-; 3 * .. \ •- 

i 

ICBM Soft . 

. . 122 V 0 

: 179 

179 179 . 


V - 


ICBM Hard ’ • • . ; v 

: 100 00 

100 

1U7 294 • 


^ 200 200 0 200 r£- - 

> 

IB/MRBM-Soft 

• 125 .. -v >; 

- iSk 

18U 181 * • 

Vi • -v . ; v.:' 

; . 1 ** 1 v It-'*;: 

j 

IR/MRBM-Hard : : 

• '.113 

. 86 

166; 166 : 


226" 226 C 2 ^'PK“ 


( Sub Bases . 1 -.- V 

35 00 

51 

• 51-102 v - 


• 0 35 ; 35 ; .35 1 ; 1 *: 


Offensive Control 

45 0 

66 

66 66 . 



Defensive and Other Military 


Air Defense Fields 115 

Unco-located SAM l 4 o 

Aircraft Disp. Bases 110 
Strat/Tac Wpns Storage 2^0 
Other Mil/interdict icn 220 '■ 


96 -96 . . 65 65 65 

280 280 280 


220 220 220 
249' 2^9 3U9 
220 220 . . 220 


Total 


1790 


£1508 1753 1958 . t 3^5 3^5 3^5 11500150.1150'; 

These calculations assume that the U.S, alert bomber force has the following 
loadings. - • • 1 ' .0 . > .7 i y : I - ' 

MT gravity hbinbs^r^,"^’ - “ • : ‘ • 'TvT/;-/'; 

MT gravity bombs •’ * ,• V" '• { ' : - 

|‘{^KT gravity bombs : : S ‘V: c;' 


; 900 
130 
120 


• 'ssbo r ; -. v f. 

a 7 The air-to-surface missiles and gravity bombs are associated with the’ alert 
bomber -force only,. : r ■ . V* -'; 7 '-; t- ' 0777 , -• 


b/ These forces could possibly' be’ augmented by missiles in an Emergency combat 
) • condition., part of the alert bomber force/ and the bomber positive control 

backup force; -£.3 


-X}y. 1: 7 • y; \:--g 
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Unite & States Operation^ Tu tors 

s: r ^ ; 

• X.V a y>yf> ^Q\2T i- & v bOPB • 

expressed as tne proaacx ~~ 

a. peacetime readings rate of the alert or on-station:force, or HR. 

b. Survival rate under enemy attack, or SR. 

c. Reliability rate, or R. 

d. Penetration rate through enemy defenses, or FR. 

ror an, given Soviet force O^vel, the sur^val rate ; of ourfor^s JU 

very vith our force size. The fa f °I! the OTtiieiEtic factors 

the "basis of the Soviet force Pr°J«0“ 1 > pe£EiEiE tic corresponding to 

■ corresponding to the low fovie calculated under the assumption 

the high force. The survival rs^ -- state6 urban-industrial 

that the Soviets allocate 200 IC3-. - t° u_is 
targets. 

The ASM ’ s , Atlas, Titan, Minuter, and Polaris missiles are assumed 
to carry currently programmed weapons. 

Little is known concerning the tectoic^ cterac^eristics^r^^^^ developed 
effectiveness of Soviet ^ti-^sile defenses. conEiEtlng of 

in the memorandum a 15 city . _ te . of .fire capability with each 

3000 interceptors having an unli-^t percent. In order to have 

interceptor having a kill prODab-1- j - li>We dseiles were 

a high assurance of ^^.^sSefc SiS^^e element 
assumed expended. -*eh Oa t ti decoys. Tne contribution of 

warhead, and, in adaition six ^; e ^ x ° J dec ^ affects the 
Chaff end ECK was reflected in the ex, ‘ . Polaris A-3 is 

n ouality" of the defense system. FOx ex&mpxe, 
planned to have this capability - 
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